equal access is paramount; and that question has an ethical as well as an economic dimension. Ethics are not always simple.
Prof. Theo Boer's paper on the course of euthanasia in The Netherlands is an instructive picture of how a good idea -to relieve suffering in the terminal phase by an assisted death -can produce complications. It appears that criteria for euthanasia have become merged with a kind of consumerism delivered almost on demand by mobile units. This may seem convenient for a patient. But Dutch law has provided for euthanasia by a decision-making process made well with the help of the family doctor and clear evidence in the terminal phase. One may conclude, however, that the policy of legal euthanasia has become abused. Assumptions of entitlement rather than analysis of indications in line with agreed criteria and accepted protocols, selfish convenience rather than merciful help: this is the picture. The socio-economic environment was not foreseen by the Dutch legislators.
And so, one may speak of the dialectics of lead: a non-conversation worse than a dialogue of the deaf. Discussion of these matters is well beyond a golden mediocrity; it has reached the depths of non-discussion. The nadir of nescience, the insistence of the isolated point of view: something much worse than a dialogue of the deaf. The dialectics of lead is not what the world needs now, but the critical curiosity of a thinker facing a fact in its complexity; and then conversing with others on the basis of shared facts, shared analyses and shared values. A golden mediocrity is always better than the dialectics of lead.
